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ABSTRACT
THE PROBLEM
This study was conducted to investigate the following 
problem: Is there a significant difference in the change of
prospective student teachers' opinions toward observations 
as a teaching instrument in elementary language arts methods 
courses between groups instructed in two observational tech­
niques, an adaptation of Flanders' interaction analysis 
procedure and a nonverbal, descriptive procedure? The 
effects of three variables were tested: the students' grade-
point average in education courses; the students' overall 
grade-point average; and the students' previous experiences 
with observations. Twenty-four hypotheses and sub-hypotheses 
were tested for significance.
THE PROCEDURE
An opinion scale which consisted of twenty-three items 
classified as positive or negative and divided into either 
statements about the nature of observations or references to 
the uses of observations was constructed and validated. The 
subjects were randomly grouped into two sections of elemen­
tary language arts methods, and each subject was given a 
pretest to determine his initial opinion about observations. 
Periodically throughout the semester, the two experimental
vii
sections were given instruction in the appropriate 
observational procedure, either interaction analysis or the 
nonverbal, descriptive technique. Both sections had the 
opportunity to do three ten-minute microteaching experiences 
which were videotaped. During each experience, two observers 
employed their observational procedure to analyze the 
teaching methods used. When the experience was replayed on 
the videotape recorder, the observers, as well as the 
student who had done the microteaching, critiqued the 
experience in view of their respective observational tech­
nique. This process, which provided a minimum of twelve 
experiences to practice the observational technique, was 
supplemented with outside observations of actual classroom 
situations. At the end of the semester, each subject was 
given a post-test to determine his opinions toward observa­
tions .
THE CONCLUSIONS
Four major conclusions were drawn from the statistical
data:
1. Neither form of observational technique was a 
better means of changing students' opinions toward observa­
tion.
2. In the two experimental groups, the opinions of 
students using the nonverbal, descriptive technique tended 
to be more affected by the variables than the opinions of 
students using interaction analysis.
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3. The inverse relationship existed between the 
variables and the extent of change in opinions about,observa­
tions. The higher the grade-point average overall the 
higher the grade-point average in education or the larger 
the number of previous observations, the smaller the amount 
of change in opinions.
4̂  The interaction analysis group tended to have a 
positive, though not significant, change in opinion toward 
observation, while the nonverbal, descriptive group tended 
to have a negative change in opinion about observation.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Several areas appear to merit further study:
1. The examination of the possible effects of a 
third observational technique which would be more structured 
than the descriptive procedure and less structured than the 
interaction analysis procedure.
2. The examination of the reasons for the inverse 
relationship between the variables and the extent of change 
in opinions toward observations.
3. The examination of the reasons that the nonverbal 
group tended to have a negative change in opinion and the 





Within the last fifteen years few areas of instruction 
have been more criticized than that of professional educa­
tion. Of particular note in relationship to this study is 
the type of criticism expressed by Cheers and Carter that 
prospective teachers are not instructed as ". . . psychologi­
cal observers or as technicians capable of coping effectively 
with individuals." (1:1) Such an evaluation is a major 
theme of other critics, including Cottrell (2), Cyphert (3), 
and Caswell (4) .
One partial answer to these charges was suggested by 
a study committee of the American Association of Teachers 
Colleges which indicated that observations provide ". . . an  
opportunity to implement theory . . . ? a field of activity 
which, through raising questions and problems, helps the 
student to see his needs for further study; and an oppor­
tunity to. study with the student his ability to function 
effectively when guiding actual teaching-learning situa­
tions." (5:16) Many of the critics themselves express the 
need for observing good teaching techniques as a means of
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overcoming problems of teacher education. Critics with such 
divergent views as Conant (6), Cyphert (3), Gage (7), Chase 
(8), Hodenfield (9), and Smith (10) all affirm their beliefs 
in the worth of observations.
However, the very same advantages attributed to 
observations by the study committee are the areas in which 
professional education is considered the weakest by Lueck 
(11), Cheers (1), and Cottrell (2). Perhaps the cause of 
this inconsistency can be attributed to the current nature 
and use of observations. But in spite of the large amount 
of research in the area of observations, one important 
aspect seems to have been overlooked: How do the students
feel about the observational technique itself? It will be 
the purpose of this study to begin an analysis of students' 
opinions toward observations in order that students may 
derive the greatest benefits from observations.
II. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
This study was conducted to investigate the following 
problem: is there a significant difference in the change of
prospective student teachers' opinions toward observations 
as a teaching instrument in elementary language arts methods 
courses between groups instructed in two observational 
techniques, an adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis 
and a nonverbal, descriptive procedure?
III. PROCEDURE
A likert-scale was constructed and validated by using 
members of various methods courses prior to the fall semester, 
1972. The test consisted of twenty-three items classified as 
positive or negative and divided into either statements about 
the nature of observations or references to the uses of 
observations. The subjects, students enrolled in Education 
144 for the fall semester, 1972, were randomly grouped into 
two sections. Each subject was given a pretest the first 
class period. Periodically throughout the first half of the 
semester, the two experimental sections were given instruc­
tion in their appropriate observation procedure, either 
interaction analysis or the nonverbal, descriptive technique.
After the ninth week of classes the two sections had 
the opportunity to do three ten-minute microteaching experi­
ences which were videotaped. During each experience, two 
observers were to employ their observational procedure to 
analyze the teaching methods used. When the experience was 
replayed on the videotape recorder, the observers, as well 
as the student who had done the micro teaching, critiqued the 
experience in view of their respective observational pro­
cedure. This process, which provided a minimum of twelve 
experiences to practice the observational technique, was 
supplemented with two outside observations of actual class­
room situations.
At the end of the semester, each subject was given a 
post-test, and the results were compared statistically. The
effects of three variables were tested: the students'
grade-point average in education courses; the students' 
overall grade-point average; and the students' previous 
experiences with observations.
IV. HYPOTHESIS
The Null Hypothesis is used for the following two 
hypotheses and the related sub-hypotheses, to be rejected 
at the 5 per cent level of confidence:
Hypothesis I
There is no significant difference in the change in 
opinions about observations between the experimental group 
instructed in interaction analysis and the experimental 
group instructed in the nonverbal, descriptive technique.
Sub-hypotheses
1. Between the two groups, there is no signifi 
cant relationship in the change in opinions about 
observations and the overall grade-point average.
2. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about observations and the grade-point average in 
education.
3. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about observations and the number of previous 
observational experiences.
4. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant difference in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations.
5. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations and the overall 
grade-point average.
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6. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations and the grade-point 
average in education.
7. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations and the number of 
previous observational experiences.
8. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant difference in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations.
9. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations and the overall 
grade-point average.
10. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations and the grade-point 
average in education.
11. Between the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations and the number of 
previous observational experiences.
Hypothesis II
There is no significant difference in the change in 
opinions about observations within the experimental group 
instructed in interaction analysis or the experimental group 
instructed in the nonverbal, descriptive technique.
Sub-hypotheses
1. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about observation and the overall grade-point 
average.
2. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about observations and the grade-point average in 
education.
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3. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about observations and the number of previous 
observational experiences.
4. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant difference in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations.
5. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations and the overall 
grade-point average.
6. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations and the grade-point 
average in education.
7. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the nature of observations and the grade-point 
average in education.
8. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant difference in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations.
9. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations and the overall grade- 
point average.
10. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations and the grade-point 
average in education.
11. Within the two groups, there is no 
significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about the use of observations and the number of 
previous observational experiences.
V. DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY
This study is limited to the development, administra­
tion, and evaluation of an instrument used to test opinions 
toward observation as a teaching method of students enrolled 
in Education 144, Materials and Methods in Language Arts in
the Primary Grades, at Louisiana State University (Baton 
Rouge campus) for the fall term, 1972, and the application 
of this instrument to determine the amount and direction of 
change in opinions toward observations of the students having 
instruction in two observational techniques, interaction 
analysis and a nonverbal, descriptive procedure.
VI. DEFINITION OF TERMS
The definitions of important terms as used in this 
study are as follows:
Interaction analysis. An adaptation of an observa­
tional technique originally developed by N. A. Flanders to 
categorize verbal interaction of students and teachers into 
nine specific areas.
Nature. Characteristics subjectively attributed to 
observations, not referring to a specific application.
Nonverbal, descriptive observational procedure. An 
observational technique developed to direct observations of 
a classroom situation into particular skills areas such as 
maintaining discipline, motivating children, or individual­
izing instruction.
Opinion. A personal, internalized feeling, attitude, 
interest, or value expressed in written or oral terms having 
socially ascribed positive or negative connotations.
Teaching instrument. A method used by an instructor 
to achieve stated goals or outcomes of a course.
Use. The utilization of observations, qualified by 
where and how the practice is conducted.
VII. IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY
For years instructors of professional education 
courses at Louisiana State University have required pros­
pective teachers to observe classroom situations. Several 
studies, including those of the American Association of 
Colleges of Teacher Education (12), Flanders (13), Gage (7), 
and Holcomb (14) have been conducted to determine if, in 
fact, these observations are worthwhile pre-professional 
experiences. As a review of these and other studies shows, 
the results generally have been positive. This research has 
dealt with most major aspects of observations, including the 
significance of observations in behavior changes (14), the 
various types of observations (15), (16), and the value of 
observations as a teaching device (17). Of particular 
interest are the studies dealing with changes in opinions 
and attitudes as a result of observations. Changes in 
opinions toward student teaching, toward supervising 
teachers, toward pupils, and even toward teaching itself 
have been analyzed. However, there is a void in research 
concerning how students in professional education courses 
feel about the method of observation. This area of students' 
opinions is deserving of examination if we as educators
accept the premise that students will learn better and use 
more often those activities which they enjoy and deem 
important.
If, as the literature indicates, observations are 
worthwhile to the student; and if, as Ragan states, "attitude 
affects what he learns, what he remembers and what he does," 
(18:496) then a closer look should be taken at how pre­
service teachers view observations as a teaching technique.
VIII. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER 
OF THE STUDY
The review of pertinent literature for this study is 
described in Chapter II. Chapter III contains the procedure 
used in the investigation, and the statistical analysis and 
interpretation of the results are found in Chapter IV.




This review of the literature shall endeavor to 
establish two major premises, the first dealing with 
terminology and the second concerning the underlying tenet 
upon which this study lies. An indirect method of supportive 
research is necessitated because of an almost total absence 
of any work done in the area of opinions about observations. 
It is thus not the purpose of this review to question the 
worth of observations but,to examine the effects which 
observations have on opinions.
The first premise contends that a major problem in 
the area of opinion studies is a confusion of terminology. 
This confusion has caused contradictory conclusions, limited 
the amount and scope of the research, and made any review of 
the literature difficult. The first part of this chapter 
deals with clarifying this confusion. If the suggested 
solution to this problem is accepted, then the remaining 
review of the research adds insight into the relationship of 
opinions and observations.
The second premise deals with that relationship— that
10
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opinions are important to learning and that general observa­
tions and interaction analysis affect opinions, if this 
premise can be supported, then a study of the opinions of 
students toward observations is merited on the basis of the 
following reasoning: if opinions affect learning and
observations affect opinions, then opinions of observations 
affect the learning achieved by such a method.
II. A PROBLEM OF TERMINOLOGY
In spite of the fact that there is no shortage of 
research on the effect of attitudes or opinions on the 
formal educational process, few conclusive statements can 
seemingly be made to demonstrate either a positive or 
negative relationship between the attitude or opinion of a 
student and his academic achievement. An examination of 
these studies shows that this lack of conclusiveness is 
caused not simply by poor research techniques, incorrect 
interpretation of data, or even by the very complexity of 
the problem itself, but is primarily a problem of 
terminology.
Each researcher has defined attitude or opinion in a 
different manner, thereby actually doing research on 
different aspects of the same problem, while concluding a 
generalized rule. It is therefore very important that an 
analysis of terms used in the research be made before a 
proper examination of the literature related to the problem 
can be conducted.
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Although there are many minor divisions that could be 
made, chambers and Stagner add clarity to the problem by 
dividing the definition of attitude into two large areas. 
Chambers (19) says that there are two views— the cognitivists, 
represented by Bestor, Broudy, and Bruner, and the psycholo­
gists, represented by Maslow, Rodgers, and Skinner. Stagner 
uses more understandable terms in his analysis of attitudes:
Attitudes have been defined by different investigators 
in terms of: a) emotional stereotypes and b) patterns
of behavior. The first type of definition may be 
illustrated by Thurstone's statement: An attitude is
'a generalized reaction for or against a specific 
object.' [20:96] The definition in terms of generalized 
patterns of behavior is given by Allport. An attitude 
may be defined as 'a mental and neural state of readi­
ness organized through experience, exerting a directive 
or dynamic influence upon the individual1s response to 
all objects and situations with which it is related.' 
(21:810), (22:69)
Most of the conflicting research becomes less confused if
the conclusions reached are viewed in light of these
divisions, chambers, Stagner, and others would suggest that
an evaluation of the research consider not only the actual
terms used by the researcher but the general scope and
direction of the research. Chambers (19), for example,
points out that the research favors the cognitivists' view
of attitude while it seemingly disfavors the psychologists'
view. Both groups of researchers use the term attitude but
are working with different aspects of that phenomenon.
Without understanding this difference in philosophy, one
could conclude that the research is contradictory.
A second problem of definition, an outgrowth of the 
first, is the lack of interchangeability of the terms used
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to describe attitudes or opinions, even when the same 
philosophical basis is used. Rather than aiding in the 
solution to the problem, this proliferation of terms only 
compounds it. Each researcher defines his terms in a very 
narrow manner when the evidence does not merit such a 
limited view. Sells concludes that "although some distinc­
tions among these concepts [of attitudes, opinions, 
interests, and drives] have been attempted, they are 
primarily dependent on customary language usage rather than 
intrinsic psychological process." (23:104)
When these distinctions are scrutinized, Sells' con­
clusion is clearly supported. Two major purposes of 
attitudes, suggested by Allport (21), are creating readiness 
and exerting direction. Melton uses these same character­
istics when he defines motivation or drives "as a stimu­
lating condition which initiates and directs [italics mine] 
activity. . . . "  (24:670) He even underscores the relation­
ship between these terms in his examples when he states the 
"stimulating condition may be . . . psychological (a want, 
interest, or attitude) [italics mine]."
The lack of distinction between attitude and opinion 
is clearly seen in several studies. Stagner makes no 
distinction as to the type of reference object toward which 
an attitude is directed but simply states that "An attitude 
always possesses a definable object and generally has 
direction; i.e., a favorable or unfavorable reaction."
(22:67) DeCecco (25) would concur with Stagner about the
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characteristics of an attitude and would give these same 
characteristics to a definition of an opinion, except that 
the reference objects are different— an attitude being 
directed toward a human being and an opinion toward an 
inanimate object. Sells (23) would contend that this is an 
artificial subdivision, while Getzels (26) and Gordon (27) 
simply use the two terms interchangeably.
The same lack of distinction can be seen between the
terms attitude and interest. Such researchers as cattell
(28) , Murphy (29) , Peak (30) , and Remmers (31) have all
discussed the motivational aspect of attitudes. Each of
those would include as a characteristic of an attitude the
tendency to regard favorably or unfavorably, that is, to be
interested or disinterested, in a reference object. Sells
ascribes to attitude the trait of a "goal-seeking drive."
(23) In his examples of motivating force, Melton (24) uses
interest and attitude interchangeably, as do Nemoitin (32)
and Green (33).
♦
As can be seen by the preceding discussion, there is 
adequate support for a more generalized definition of such 
terms as attitude, opinion, or interest. This paper will 
consider, as does Sells, that "attitudes are psychologically 
inseparable from a number of other concepts which can be 
subsumed under the same construct. These include interests, 
appreciation, likes, dislikes, opinions, values . . . and 
others [italics mine]." (23:437) The underlying rationale 
for this generalized definition is that "the prospect for a
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major advance in this area [the area of understanding the 
role of attitudes, interests, or opinions] will brighten 
greatly . . .  by breaking down artificial subdivisions and 
adopting a more comprehensive concept of motivational 
functions [brackets mine]." (23:437) It is this motiva­
tional function that will be the determining factor in 
selecting studies for review. This paper will use the term 
opinion to indicate the motivating aspect of any of the 
original terms used in the studies reviewed.
With this broadened definition of the terms used in 
the research, a large number of studies relate to the 
problem under consideration. Though most of these studies 
used differing terms, the conclusions reached are valid in 
consideration of the above definition of opinion.
III. IMPORTANCE OF OPINIONS TO 
THE LEARNING PROCESS
Brodie (34) asserts that the study of the importance 
of opinions to the learning process is justified in the light 
of the logical relationship to such school phenomena as 
underachievement, failure, conduct problems, and dropouts. 
Still others feel that opinions are such a major determinant 
of what will be learned in any situation, that there is a 
need for research in all areas of the educational process 
and not only abnormal behavior. If there is such a need, as 
the research indicates, then the study of opinions toward 
observational techniques falls within the scope of the
suggested research.
A number of studies demonstrate the positive correla­
tion between opinion and achievement. Chambers (19), having 
reviewed many of these studies, concludes that, though some 
viewpoints about the importance of opinions are open to 
attack, there is little question that learning is greatly 
enhanced by positive attitudes, in a similar review Sharpies 
states that "studies of the relationship between attitude and 
attainment have consistently revealed positive correla­
tions. . . . "  (35:72) Even a much earlier review of the 
research conducted in this area by Prescott (36) in 1938 
found the same trend: opinions play a critical role in
either blocking or enhancing learning.
Examination of some of the studies dealing with actual 
classroom situations reveals the same general pattern 
expressed in the reviews. Crawford (37) concludes that 
there is some unexplainable influence which causes a 
positive relationship between college students' opinions and 
their later accomplishments in their chosen field. Blanton 
(38) found that one common element in predicting achievement 
of freshmen women is motivational patterns and opinions.
At the subject matter level, studies have indicated a 
differentiation of the relationship between opinions and 
achievement. Achievement in certain subjects or types of 
subjects seems to be more affected by opinions than others. 
Brodie noted that "A negative attitude toward school would 
thus appear to have a particularly inhibitory effect on those
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learnings which are emphasized in the classroom and be less 
influential on those not as closely identified with school 
and education in a formal sense." (34:378) By this state­
ment, Brodie seems to be saying that those subjects or areas 
of study which are subjective in nature, such as the social 
sciences, would have less correlation between opinion and 
academic achievement than those which are objective, such as 
the natural sciences. Two early studies by Jordan (39) and 
Shakespeare (40) show just such a relationship between 
English and science students. These results could possibly 
explain why such positive correlations have been found in 
subjects such as mathematics (41) and science (42), and a 
low correlation was noted in such generalized studies as 
Jackson's (43). With these findings the question of whether 
or not opinions are important in many of the areas of 
education, including observations, could be raised. Since 
observations are by nature subjective, would a less subjec-
cative form of observation have a greater relationship between 
learning and opinion? This study will explore this 
possibility.
A closer look at some of the research is even more 
revealing with respect to observations. Studies by Arvidson 
(44), Baldwin (45), Moore (46), Biggs (47), and Baraheni 
(48) point out that there may be many different factors 
which affect the relationship between opinion and achieve­
ment in school, including such factors as effective teaching, 
favorable background, supportive climates, and ability.
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Estes (49) believes that rewarding previous experiences in 
similar learning situations are also important, while Strang
(50) and Jordan (39) suggest that utility should be added to 
the list of factors affecting the relationship of opinions 
and achievement, it should be emphasized here that many of 
these factors are the same as the purposes suggested for 
observation by the American Association of Teacher Education
(51), (52).
Perhaps Kniveton (53) summarizes the general findings 
of most researchers in stating that opinions toward schooling 
are not unitary but that different groups, ages, or other 
criteria produce different attitudes about various aspects 
of school. Therefore, generalized statements as to the 
impostance of opinions should not be made, but each state­
ment should be analyzed independently. While the overwhelm­
ing evidence indicates that opinion and success are related, 
more work needs to be done in specific areas. A closer look 
at observations to determine the relationship between 
opinion, success, and observations would answer a part of 
that need. The remaining portion of this review shall deal 
with the research done on this relationship.
IV. EFFECTS OF OBSERVATION ON OPINIONS
There are two basic problems in reviewing the litera­
ture concerning the effects of observations on opinions— a 
lack of research and the wrong type of research. Ingle 
summarizes these problems:
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Observation as it applies to a technique or method 
in teacher education, has only recently been afforded 
a special place in the literature. It has generally 
been considered as a part of the much larger process 
of the practice-teaching sequence. . . . Studies 
concerning observation as a technique for teacher 
education began to appear in the literature about 
1956. Their approach was not to question the value 
of observation but rather of how better to accomplish 
observation. The assumption that observation has 
value in teacher preparation is still not questioned.
(17:457)
The research has only recently begun to examine observation 
as a technique by itself, and even this examination looks 
primarily at methods to improve the observational process 
and not at the outcomes of observation. Thus there is a 
shortage of research on the effect of observations. How­
ever, there are a few studies that are pertinent to the 
problem with which this paper is concerned.
Perhaps two of the most important studies were 
directed by Ingle and Robinson (17) and Ingle and Zaret
(54) . The first study was conducted to determine the 
correctness of the assumed quality of observations as an aid 
in developing in the observer positive opinions toward 
children. One group had a field service experience with 
children while the other group observed classroom experiences. 
Ingle's conclusion was that there is no significant gain in 
opinions toward children that cannot be accomplished without 
observation. However, both experiences produced signifi­
cantly positive changes in opinions. To follow up on the 
aspect of change in opinions caused by observation, Ingle 
and Zaret supervised a second study and concluded that 
observations made with the proper theoretical background
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produce positive changes of opinions toward children. Mauth
(55) and Emans (56) concluded much the same as they stated 
that the function of observations is to develop mature 
opinions toward the role of both teacher and adolescents.
Several studies were conducted in conjunction with 
student-teaching activities. Lynch (57) observed that a 
basic function of observation is to improve self-confidence 
in student teachers. This same concept is implied by 
Ingle's belief that "one advantage might be in becoming 
familiar with the behavior that might reasonably be expected 
in a normal classroom." (17:459) Both Yee (58) and Stroller 
(59) found that the influence of the cooperating teacher on 
the opinions and teaching styles of his student observers 
was very significant. Holcomb states that students' 
"observation of experienced teachers and their student 
teaching experiences probably have the most influence on 
what styles prospective teachers will choose." (14:84) He 
also concluded that students who observe have more positive 
opinions toward teaching.
While the evidence is not complete, the weight of 
opinion is that observations in general do affect opinions 
toward many aspects of teaching. As evidenced by the lack 
of a great quantity of information in this important area, 
much research still needs to be conducted. The question of 
whether or not different types of observations would improve 
students' opinions toward observation is still to be 
answered.
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Because of the nature of the types of observations 
used in the majority of studies reviewed above, the general­
izations made should apply to what this paper refers to as 
the nonverbal, descriptive technique. This technique was 
constructed to incorporate the major characteristics of most 
subjective forms of observations.
To insure that the broad range of the different types 
of observations is represented, the rather loose construction 
of this subjective form of observation was compared with a 
representative of the more recent, systematic procedures.
Of the wide number of such procedures, Flanders' interaction 
analysis is the best researched and therefore was selected 
as the second observation form.
V. EFFECTS OF INTERACTION ANALYSIS 
ON OPINIONS
Unlike the limited material on observations in 
general, there is an abundance of evidence that interaction 
analysis affects opinions of those instructed in its use.
Many of the studies conducted produced indirect evidence of 
a substantial nature. This indirect evidence is in the form 
of actual changes in the students' behavior. Such studies 
as those conducted by Flanders (60) , Soar (16) , Hough and 
Ober (61), Lohman (62), Hough and Amidon (63), Hill (64), 
and Wright (65) all indicate such behavioral changes. Many 
of these suggest that the students become much more con­
scious of the relationship between their actions and their
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students' actions. This awareness in turn produces changes 
in opinions in such areas as teaching philosophies, teaching 
methods, and social philosophies.
The direct evidence is just as overwhelming that 
interaction analysis affects opinions. One of the more 
important studies, conducted by Hough and Amidon (63), found 
that student teachers with relatively open belief systems, 
who learned interaction analysis, showed significant changes 
in opinions toward indirect teacher behavior. This finding 
would indicate that this form of observation affects dif­
ferent types of students in varied ways. This same study 
reported that interaction analysis caused a more positive 
opinion toward teaching.
Romoser (66) studied the difference in opinions of
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education students after only three class periods of instruc­
tion in interaction analysis. She found that even in such a 
short space of time, the students' opinions had changed to a 
more tolerant stance. Zahn (67) and Furst (68) found that, at 
the conclusion of student teaching, the student teachers who 
had been supervised with interaction analysis reflected more 
positive opinions toward teaching than even their own 
cooperating teachers and the student teachers supervised by 
conventional means. There is every indication that the more 
positive opinions persisted after a full year of regular 
classroom teaching.
Moskowitz (69), too, studied the effects of inter­
action analysis on the opinions of student teachers, with
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his analysis including the opinions of the supervising 
teachers. Both groups had significantly changed opinions 
toward the relationship between the teacher and student- 
teacher. In a later study dealing with student teachers of 
foreign languages instructed in interaction analysis, 
Moskowitz concluded that the student teachers1 opinions 
toward teaching were more positive than previously.
As can be seen, there is a great deal of evidence to 
conclude that interaction analysis affects students' 
opinions. This change is seen not only in actions but in 
beliefs. With this evidence, one might question if inter­
action analysis could change students' opinions toward 
observation itself.
VI. SUMMATION
The evidence presented in this review of the litera­
ture lends support to the following conclusions: (1)
opinions are important to learning, and (2) general observa­
tions and interaction analysis affect opinions, it would 
appear that with this evidence, a study is merited to 
determine if these two methods of observations change 
students' opinions toward observations. if one or the other 
proves to be superior in this area, then further studies may 
lead to better use of observations in teacher preparation 
courses.
CHAPTER III
PROCEDURE FOR CONDUCTING THE STUDY
I . INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this chapter is to clarify the pro­
cedures under which the study was conducted. Since the 
opinion scale is of primary importance to the outcome of the 
study, a thorough view of the construction— necessitated 
because of a lack of a satisfactory opinion scale dealing 
with observations— is presented. A second concern of this 
chapter is the selection of the subjects. Though no special 
care was made to insure a typical group of subjects, the 
process of selection was assumed to have provided this type 
of group.
A major segment of this chapter is the process of 
instruction of the subjects in the special observational 
techniques. Care was taken to provide as accurate a picture 
as possible of the sequence of events during the instruction. 
This completeness will desirably insure two experimental 
concerns: replicability and analysis of design.
The final portion of the chapter summarizes what was 
done with the materials gathered in the study.
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II. CONSTRUCTION OF THE INSTRUMENT
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The instrument was constructed during the 1971-72 
school year with various education classes supplying the 
subjects used in selecting and testing the items of the 
instrument. Care was taken to insure that students partici­
pating in the construction of the opinion scale would not 
take part in the actual experimental sections. For this 
reason, students enrolled in Education 150, Tests and 
Measurements, and Education 102, Principles of Secondary 
Education, were used, as well as those who were currently 
taking Education 144. Education 150 was selected because 
the students would have previously taken Education 144, while 
Education 102 was chosen because it is a course in secondary 
education rather than elementary education.
All students enrolled in Education 144 in the fall 
semester, 1971, were asked during the ninth week to write a 
short paper expressing their feelings toward observation.
The selection of this group was made because the actual 
experimental subjects were obtained from sections of this 
course in the fall of 1972. It was felt that the 1971. 
selections would be representative of all sections of Educa­
tion 144 and thus aid in the validity of the instrument.
The particular time was chosen in order to provide for a 
reorientation to school after a possible summer vacation and 
also to provide for any additional observational experiences 
which might have occurred.
From these papers, words and phrases were extracted
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and compiled into two categories, positive and negative.
There were 14 positive and 15 negative words and phrases.
With each list being treated separately, every term was 
paired with the other words or phrases in its group. The 
lists of pairs were then given to two sections of Education 
102, having a total of 59 students enrolled, and the students 
were asked to choose either the most positive or the most 
negative term, depending on the particular list being used. 
This resulted in each word or phrase having a tally for each 
time it was selected as the most positive or negative. From 
the tally sheet, which determined what terms were selected 
most often, a rank order was formulated. To check this rank 
order, the two sections were treated separately prior to the 
compilation of the results to obtain the rank order. As can 
be seen from Tables I and II, there were only two positive 
terms which did not fall in exactly the same order, and only 
a slight variance occurred with the negative terms.
This process of selecting terms was effected to 
detect any terms which might have one connotation to the 
subject and the opposite to the researcher. Perhaps a more 
important reason was to insure balance of terms in the 
opinion scale to prevent a mechanical selection of terms 
without some thought as to what a particular term really 
means.
A sample scale (Test I) consisting of 30 items was 
constructed from a total of 58 possible terms. Only 30 
items for each scale were chosen to insure that the subjects
Table 1
Rank Order of Positive Terms as Selected by Students









Helps identify individual needs 1 83 1 102 1 185
Helps gain insight 2 82 2 100 2 181
Aids understanding 3 79 3 97 3 176
Of great value 4 59 4 95 4 154
A very good experience 5 58 5 83 5 141
Informative 6 57 6 82 6 139
Effective 6 57 8 77 7 134
Useful 8 51 7 81 8 132
Profitable 9 49 9 79 9 128
Worthwhile 9 49 10 72 10 121
Interesting 11 46 11 70 11 116
Helpful 12 39 11 70 12 109
Practical 13 32 13 49 13 81
Necessary 14 29 14 49 14 77
to
Table 2
Rank Order of Negative Terms as Selected by Students
Term








Ineffective 1 87 1 130 1 217
Meaningless 3 72 1 130 2 202
Unproductive 2 77 4 100 3 177
Ridiculous 4 71 3 105 4 176
Non-informative 7 64 5 77 5 163
Artificial 6 67 7 94 6 161
Ambiguous 5 70 6 90 7 160
Misleading 8 61 8 85 8 146
Of little value 9 56 9 88 9 144
unconnected 10 52 11 56 10 108
Too random 11 50 12 55 11 105
Nonspecific 12 43 12 55 12 98
Of limited value 14 38 12 55 13 93
Not typical 13 34 14 45 14 79




would respond as best they could without experiencing 
fatigue toward the end of the instrument. The terms were 
incorporated into sentence form to aid the subjects' under­
standing of the word or phrase. Because there were.more 
terms than items in the instrument, three forms of the scale 
were constructed to provide for all of the terms (Appendixes 
I, II, III). No more than one of the forms was given to 145 
students enrolled in Education 150 courses for the fall 
term, 1971.
A check list format was used, with the students 
responding to each statement with a "strongly agree,"
"agree," "undecided," "disagree," or "strongly disagree."
In order to arrive at an attitude score for each student, 
the responses were weighted. For the positive statements a 
value of five was assigned to "strongly agree"; a value of 
four to "agree"; a value of three to "undecided"; a value of 
two to "disagree"; and a value of one to "strongly disagree." 
The negative statements were similarly assigned weighted 
values, except that a value of five was given to "strongly 
disagree" responses, and so on.
On the basis of 30 items, the highest possible raw 
score, or the most positive attitude score, was 150. There 
was a fair range in the responses, with the highest being 
133 and the lowest being 40. A fair distribution also 
resulted, but it was skewed to the positive side of the 
scale as the mean was 87.8. A composite was made of all 58 
different items in the three forms of the sample. A ranking
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of these items from most positive to most negative was 
accomplished by first determining the highest and lowest 
quartile of opinion scores. These quartiles were used to 
establish a response pattern for each item (Table III) by 
tallying the responses for each item. The positive rankings 
were then determined by selecting the items having the most 
"strongly agree" responses from the top or positive quartile 
and the most "strongly disagree" responses from the bottom 
or negative quartile. This process was continued through 
the entire set of items until the negative rankings were 
determined by selecting the items having the most "strongly 
agree" responses from the bottom quartile and the most 
"strongly disagree" responses from the top quartile. With 
the use of this ranking, the items for the second sample 
scale were selected. To prevent nonfunctional items, those 
items at the extreme ends of the ranking were used.
A second sample scale (Test II, Appendix IV) was then 
constructed to further refine the instrument. This scale 
was administered to a different group of 107 students in 
Education 150. It was composed of 25 of the 58 items which 
were judged to be the most discriminating. Though purely 
judgmental, the selection of these items seems justified, as 
Table III demonstrates. Specifically, the results were 
analyzed for two purposes: to determine nonfunctional
statements and off-pattern responses.
Those statements receiving the same response from all 
students would have been discarded as nonfunctional, but
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Table 3
Item Analysis of Off Pattern Responses of Test I 
A Composite of Forms A, B, C
Tally of Student Responses 
Item Form SA A U p SDNo. 1* 2** 1* 2** 1* 2** 1* 2** 1* 2**
4 A 0 21 1 16 10 1 14 2 4 0
5 A 0 17 8 20 8 0 14 2 5 0
7 A 0 14 13 22 6 2 14 1 2 1
15 A 0 20 4 19 7 1 18 0 6 0
16 A 0 20 10 19 8 1 15 0 1 0
28 A 0 16 9 12 5 1 8 0 2 0
29 A 0 13 4 14 3 2 11 0 6 0
3 A 0 9 2 7 2 0 7 0 0 0
17 A 0 1 2 11 0 3 10 0 0 . 0
22 B 0 7 1 4 1 0 7 0 2 0
23 A 0 4 2 25 2 4 7 6 12 2
24 A 0 6 2 17 3 2 10 4 9 2
13 A 1 4 5 20 4 0 11 0 1 1
9 B 1 16 12 10 4 0 7 0 0 0
15 B 0 6 5 5 2 0 3 0 1 0
11 B 2 5 3 6 3 0 3 0 0 0
2 B 0 8 6 3 2 0 3 0 0 0
3. B 0 4 4 6 3 0 4 1 0 0
18 A 5 20 20 15 2 3 3 1 4 1
14 A 2 2 5 8 0 3 2 2 2 0
21 A 2 10 17 16 3 2 1 1 0 0
25 A 2 8 4 15 3 3 3 3 0 0
30 A 0 2 10 14 4 9 7 3 3 1
1 B 0 5 5 4 2 0 3 2 1 0
5 B 2 4 14 11 3 4 5 2 0 1
13 B 2 1 7 6 2 0 0 3 0 1
23 B 8 0 3 8 0 0 0 2 0 1
30 B 3 0 8 7 0 0 0 3 0 1
7 C 0 0 0 1 4 3 6 6 0 4
12 C 2 2 11 8 0 2 0 2 0 0
20 C 0 12 8 1 2 1 3 5 0 0
26 C 2 0 4 3 3 0 4 6 0 5
29 C 0 0 3 0 2 0 7 4 0 10
30 C 4 0 9 9 0 0 0 5 0 0
4 B 1 0 5 0 1 0 4 4 0 7
7 B 3 0 5 0 3 0 9 8 4 18
*Column No. 1 is the number of responses by students 
scoring in the negative quartile.
**Column No. 2 is the number of responses by students 





Form Tally of Student ResponsesSA A u D SD
1* 2** 1* 2** 1* 2** 1* 2** 1* 2**
14 B 1 0 6 0 2 0 2 5 0 6
16 B 6 0 14 12 3 0 1 9 0 3
21 B 1 0 2 0 2 0 6 4 0 7
24 B 6 2 11 10 4 2 3 7 0 4
1 C 0 0 4 0 2 0 7 4 0 10
16 C 2 0 8 4 1 0 3 5 0 5
10 B 1 0 10 0 2 1 9 12 2 13
18 B 2 0 6 0 3 0 0 8 0 3
19 B 4 1 4 1 2 1 0 5 0 3
6 A 3 1 15 2 3 2 2 18 0 68 A 0 0 6 0 1 1 4 3 0 11
10 A 4 0 7 6 0 1 0 8 0 0
22 A 15 1 17 6 0 10 2 11 0 1
11 A 3 0 3 0 2 2 2 8 1 5
19 A 0 0 5 0 1 0 5 5 0 10
20 A 0 0 8 0 1 0 2 9 1 5
26 A 2 0 4 1 3 4 3 8 0 2
27 A 2 0 4 0 2 0 2 9 0 6
9 A 2 0 4 0 2 3 3 11 0 1
12 A 1 0 5 0 2 0 2 12 1 0
2 A 6 0 14 0 7 0 4 26 0 5
1 A 2 0 8 0 0 0 1 8 0 7
*Column No. 1 is the number of responses by students 
scoring in the negative quartile.
**Column No. 2 is the number of responses by students 
scoring in the positive quartile.
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since no item fell in this category, all the statements were 
considered functional. The off-pattern responses were 
determined by an adaptation of a method suggested by Adams 
and Von Brock (7) . After the attitude score had been 
determined, each student's answer sheet was assigned to an 
appropriate quintile. The statements were then analyzed to 
determine the extent of agreement to the quintile rankings 
by taking the scale response sheets in the top quintile and 
noting those specific statements carrying weights of four or 
five. Those so weighted were taken to mean that the state­
ment was supporting the instrument, while all others were 
taken as not supporting the instrument. Each quintile was 
so analyzed, with the second quintile using the weights of 
five, four, or three; the third quintile using the weights 
of four, three, and two; the fourth quintile using the 
weights of three, two, and one; and the last quintile using 
the weights of two and one. Statements found to have a 
large number of responses outside the respective weighted 
scores were deleted. After these two procedures, 23 of the 
25 items were dropped from the instrument as being off- 
patterned (Table IV).
An analysis of those items dropped from the scale 
showed two marked characteristics: several of the original
terms were incorporated into a single item, and the 
adjectives used to preface the items were vague. It was 
hypothesized that these two characteristics were causing 
confusion to some of the students. The instrument was
Table 4




1 2 3 4 5
1 0 0 13 18 18
2 0 0 5 15 16
3 0 0 6 17 15
4 0 1 2 18 19
5 13 6 4 15 15
6 2 2 2 14 15
7 0 0 3 19 18
8 5 4 1 6 14
9 3 2 2 15 15
10 0 0 3 18 18
11 0 1 2 21 16
12 0 0 2 12 11
13 9 3 3 19 16
14 3 1 0 15 13
15 3 3 3 15 13
16 0 1 4 17 14
17 1 0 0 20 18
18 1 2 2 5 5
19 0 0 5 15 14
20 3 2 2 5 18
21 1 0 1 18 15
22 2 3 0 15 16
23 6 2 2 3 7
24 0 1 4 19 12
25 3 4 3 10 9
*Number of tallies in each quintile 
represents the number of off-pattern 
responses for that quintile.
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therefore reconstructed with this evaluation in mind, and 
where indicated as necessary, these characteristics were 
eliminated. The new scale (Test III, Appendix V) was 
administered to 69 students in Education 102 with the scores 
analyzed as before. The results of this scale were much 
more favorable. However, because of the positive skewness 
of the resulting scores (mean of 86.4 and range of 40 to 
111) , several of the items would have been deleted if some 
form of allowance had not been made (Table V) . A combina­
tion of student behavior and scale construction was 
apparently causing this problem. The student behavior could 
not be changed for this particular sequence of events, and 
since the scale itself was to measure a change in opinion, 
it was felt that the skewness could be accepted without 
weakening the scale. Therefore, allowance was made to 
retain those items which were off-pattern simply because 
they were at the negative end of the spectrum.
As a final check, these remaining 23 items were 
administered to 42 students enrolled in Education 144 for 
the spring semester, 1971-72 session. Again, the reason for 
the selection of this particular course was the desire to 
have as representative a test group as possible in the con­
struction of the instrument. The range obtained from this 
administration was from a high of 114 to a low of 36, with a 
mean of 87.5. It should be noted that the instrument 
continued to have a positive skewness. A test for 
reliability of the instrument was obtained by running a
Table 5
Item Analysis of Off Pattern Responses 
of Test III
Item Quintile*1 2 3 4 5
1 0 0 3 8 4
2 0 0 1 8 4
3 0 0 4 8 3
4 0 0 0 7 4
5 2 4 1 2 2
6 2 0 0 5 3
7 0 0 1 8 2
8 0 0 1 7 4
9 3 1 0 3 1
10 0 0 0 7 1
11 0 0 0 7 3
12 0 1 1 6 2
13 0 2 0 7 4
14 0 0 1 8 4
15 0 0 1 7 4 .
16 0 0 2 7 ‘ 4
17 1 1 0 5 1
18 0 0 1 2 3
19 2 0 0 6 3
20 0 0 0 6 4
21 1 2 0 2 3
22 0 0 2 6 2
23 0 0 1 8 3
*Number of tallies in each quintile 
represents the number of off-pattern 
responses for that quintile.
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correlation between the even and odd items (71:135), with a 
correlation of .94 between the positive and negative items 
in the instrument.
The test items themselves were divided into two areas 
of interest, the first area dealing with the students' 
opinions of the nature of observations. Items which fell 
in this category consisted of statements about how observa­
tions are conducted. The second area emphasized the 
usefulness of observations, and the items in this category 
consisted of statements about what observations are able to 
do. These items were assumed to be consistent with the 
correlation of the entire instruments.
Once the instrument had been constructed, validated, 
and tested for reliability, it was administered in its final 
form (Appendix V) to a total of 41 students enrolled in two 
sections of Education 144 for the fall term, 1972, as a 
pretest of opinions toward observations. After each experi­
mental group had been instructed in the appropriate observa­
tional technique, the instrument was again administered to 
the students to determine any changes in opinions. This 
post-test administration occurred on the final day of 
classes for the fall term, 1972.
III. SELECTION OF SUBJECTS
The subjects for the study were chosen from the 
students enrolled in selected sections of Education 144, 
Materials and Methods in Language Arts in the Primary
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Grades, at Louisiana State University (Baton Rouge campus) 
for the fall semester, 1972. Most of the subjects pre­
registered for the course in the spring of 1972, and none 
knew that the section which he selected was an experimental 
one. Thus the assumption was made that there was nothing 
about the course or section which would cause an atypical 
self-selection by the students. The only restriction to the 
two sections which was different from other sections of 
Education 144 was that each was limited to 20 students, in 
the event of a schedule conflict, the university computer 
system reassigned the students randomly. For the purpose of 
administrative ease, as well as for the elimination of a 
possible variable, both sections had the same instructor.
The sections were taught in the morning, two days a week.
IV. INSTRUCTION IN THE SPECIAL 
OBSERVATIONAL TECHNIQUES
After the assignment of the students to the two 
experimental sections and the administration of a pretest to 
determine the initial attitudes of the subjects, each group 
was given six hours of instruction in its respective observa­
tional procedure, interaction analysis or the nonverbal, 
descriptive technique, before implementing a particular 
method during the microteaching experience. A total of nine 
hours of teacher-directed instruction was given in each 
observational technique when the microteaching critiques and 
the final class session are counted, with an additional
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three hours of related out-of-class activity required. The 
resulting 12 hours are at the lower end of the time scale 
which Amidon suggests as ideal for instruction in inter­
action analysis (72:90).
Both sections were given a brief introduction to the 
philosophy of observation. Included in this philosophy were 
the accepted reasons for using observations, the character­
istics of a good observation, and the shortcomings of 
observations. Students were encouraged to express their 
beliefs freely, while the researcher took a completely 
neutral stance. This portion of the instruction was given 
not so much to change opinions about observations as to 
provide a background upon which to build the experimental 
observation techniques.
Points from the class discussion were used in the 
next session of the class meetings during which the basic 
philosophy supporting the two experimental techniques of 
observation was given. Again the students were encouraged 
to express themselves freely, with every attempt being made 
to insure that the researcher not bias either section. It 
was at this point that the instruction became unique to each 
class; and to aid the analysis of what instruction each class 
had, three distinctions should be made: instruction in
interaction analysis; instruction in the nonverbal, 
descriptive technique; and the practical application of each 
technique.
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A. instruction in Interaction Analysis
The section which was to use interaction analysis was 
introduced to a short history of the technique. None of the 
members in the section had heard of interaction analysis, 
and a brief explanation of how it works followed to provide 
an overview of the direction of the instruction. The. 
technique which was used in this study was first developed 
byN.A. Flanders as a means of classifying the verbal inter­
action which occurred in a classroom. The system is divided 
into 10 categories, 7 dealing with teacher-initiated 
behavior; 2 dealing with student-initiated behavior; and 1 
entitled "silence" (Appendix VII). The observer recprds at 
period intervals of from 3 to 5 seconds the verbal behavior 
taking place in the classroom. After an observation is com­
pleted, numerous statistical and pictorial techniques are 
used to interpret the behavior observed.*
To connect the opening session with the second was a 
discussion concerning how interaction analysis meets the 
criteria of good observation, with the shortcomings of inter 
action analysis also recognized. Each point presented by 
the class members was noted and analyzed, and general 
agreement was usually reached on most points. At the close 
of the second session, there was a class assignment
*For a brief, comprehensive description of how inter­
action analysis works, see Amidon, Edmund, "Interaction 
Analysis and Its Application to Student Teaching," Theoreti­
cal Bases for Professional Laboratory Experiences in Teacher 
Education. Forty-Fourth Yearbook Association for Student 
Teaching, 1965, pp. 71-75.
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consisting of a category description sheet and a category 
work sheet.
The third and fourth sessions were discussions of the 
work sheet and category description sheet. Questions about 
why a statement on the work sheet fell in a particular 
category were discussed. The third session provided the 
background for the next session which went into greater 
detail about the different categories. Each category was 
thoroughly explained and examples provided. A second work 
sheet was assigned as homework.
The fifth and sixth sessions were again used to 
reinforce the students' knowledge of the categories of 
interaction analysis. Answers to questions about the work 
sheet were discussed, and tapes of specific examples of the 
categories were played, not only to continue the familiar­
ization process, but to provide a more realistic setting for 
the recording of the observations. The last part of sessions 
five and six was used to demonstrate the proper recording 
technique and to practice that technique.
A seventh session was held after the microteaching 
experiences and the practice of the observational techniques 
to demonstrate how interaction analysis can be used to 
analyze what occurs in the classroom. The construction of 
the matrix was explained, and an actual observation of one 
of the subjects was placed on the matrix and interpreted.
In addition, the various "pictures" such as the "content 
cross" and the "silent 'L'" were displayed and discussed,
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and other possible uses of interaction analysis were pointed 
out.
B. Instruction in the Nonverbal, Descriptive 
Procedure
The second section was given instruction in the non­
verbal, descriptive technique. This technique, implied by 
"nonverbal, descriptive," is one in which broad topics of 
observation are used to guide the students' observational 
experiences. Such topics as "motivational techniques"; 
"classroom management, control, and discipline"; "ways in 
which individual differences were provided for";
"creativity"; and "variations in students" were used 
(Appendix VIII). Each observer selected one such topic, and 
after taking notes on the selected area, wrote a report with 
emphasis upon why a particular observed behavior was a 
desirable or poor teaching technique. The structure of the 
observations was very loose in order that it would contrast 
with the very detailed form of interaction analysis.
After the initial session in which the basic 
philosophy behind observation was discussed, the second 
session emphasized that there are several means of conducting 
observations. Examples of nonverbal techniques were given 
to the students, and the advantages and disadvantages of 
each were clarified, with a comparison of these advantages 
and disadvantages being made in light of what the class had 
decided was a good observational technique. Every student 
was encouraged to take part and express his feelings on a
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particular point. The remaining part of the period was 
utilized to show that an analysis of the reasons behind what 
happens in the class situation is as important as what is 
actually observed. For a class assignment, the students 
selected an item on one of the guide sheets, which were used
as examples of what type of activities could be observed,
and wrote a sample report on a classroom experience.
The third session provided an opportunity to critique 
the assigned observation reports. Emphasis again was placed 
on the fact that an observation is more than a description
of the classroom surroundings. The students were encouraged
to express how they would have conducted differently the 
classroom situation they had described. A second assignment 
asked that the students select a second item on one of the 
guide sheets and write a sample observation report.
The fourth and fifth sessions were utilized to refine 
the second reports. Some students presented their observa­
tional reports, and the class as a whole suggested strengths 
and weaknesses. Other students were asked how they would 
have described the situation. Part of the fifth session was 
employed to suggest methods of note-taking during an 
observation.
A general review of the points emphasized in the 
previous sessions was the major concern of the final session. 
Questions the students still had were answered, and a sample 
report prepared by the researcher as an example was pre­
sented and discussed as a culminating activity.
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C. Practical Experiences using the Techniques
After the instruction in the various observational 
techniques, both sections were given the same type of prac­
tical experiences to increase their understanding of and 
ability in using their respective technique. These 
experiences consisted of two outside observations of actual 
classroom situations and three observations and critiques of 
microteaching situations. The outside observations were 
assigned between the three microteaching observations to add 
continuity and reality to the techniques. The subjects 
could select the class and the time at which they wished to 
observe. A written report or tally sheet was given to the 
researcher for evaluation and then returned to the subjects.
The microteaching observations were much more 
involved administratively. For each experience, the subjects 
observed for a total of 40 minutes, with the observation 
experience being provided in the following manner. Every 
student in the class presented three ten-minute microteaching 
units which were videotaped on three different days. After 
the student had completed the teaching unit, he used his 
appropriate technique to observe and record the unit which 
immediately followed his as his first observation. The next 
class period, he was assigned to observe and record the 
playback of the videotaping of the ten-minute unit previous 
to his unit in the sequence, his own unit, and the one 
immediately after his unit, which he had originally observed 
live.
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Because of the method by which the project was 
administered, three students were present during each video­
taped playback of a particular ten-minute unit. The 
researcher used this time period to critique what was 
occurring in the unit and to indicate possible problem areas 
of observation. The ease with which the tape could be 
stopped or replayed allowed questions from the students to 
be answered conveniently and provided opportunity for the 
researcher to reinforce points advantageously. Particular 
attention was given to the student who had originally 
observed the live teaching unit. Because this was the 
second time the student had observed the situation, questions 
were more numerous, and a comparison of the first and second 
observation reports could be made. The student's analysis 
was apparently quite beneficial as the student was forced 
to make a decision in the live situation but could reexamine 
that decision under less pressure with the videotape play­
back. This sequence was repeated for each student for three 
successive weeks, providing a minimum of twelve observations, 
three of which were live experiences and the remaining nine, 
videotaped playbacks.
This particular administration was followed for 
several important reasons. The most obvious was to provide 
as many guided observations as possible while still allowing 
each student to exercise some judgment. The fact that the 
instructor had immediate opportunity to discuss particular 
problems with each student was of primary importance. A
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second reason was to compact a number of varied experiences 
into a short span of time. This concentration of experience 
allowed for greater carry-over than would have been other­
wise possible. One advantage already alluded to was the 
opportunity to observe twice the same unit experience. With 
this opportunity greater depth of understanding would hope­
fully be obtained than with one superficial observation. 
Comparisons by the students between the first and second 
observations were encouraged. The three different micro­
teaching experiences allowed the observers to note 
differences in teaching styles as well as in student reaction, 
as the first experience was with peers acting as students; 
the second experience with second graders as the pupils; and 
the third experience with third graders as the pupils.
V. ADMINISTRATION OF THE OPINION SCALE 
AS A PRETEST-POST-TEST
On the first and last class days of the fall semester, 
1971-72, the final form of the opinion scale (Appendix V) 
was administered to the two experimental sections. The 
papers were handed out to the subjects with the only oral 
comments being that they read and follow the directions 
carefully and understand that answers to the items would not 
in any way influence what grades would be received in the 
class.
As far as the subjects knew, the answers they gave 
were anonymous. However, each scale was coded so that the
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researcher was able to identify, without their knowledge, 
the students who were responding. The technique for the 
coding required numbering each scale in an inconspicuous 
manner by underlining with a short dash the number of the 
item which corresponded to the number of the scale. Once 
the scales were numbered, it was a simple matter to hand out 
the papers across a row in numerical order. After the 
subjects had completed the instrument and had handed in the 
scale, a short data sheet (Appendix VI) was given each 
student to fill out. On the data sheet a space was provided 
for each student to be assigned a number. The assignment of 
the numbers corresponded to the number of the scale each 
student had completed. This procedure, which was followed 
for both administrations of the scale, was executed without 
the knowledge of the subjects.
While serving as a means of identification, the data 
sheet also provided other useful information. The students' 
social security numbers were used to aid retrieval of the 
subjects' grade-point averages, both their overall and 
education course averages, which were variables tested in 
the statistical analysis. Also utilized in the statistical 
analysis was the number of previous observational experiences. 
The students' stated opinions of observations were used in 
comparing the actual change in opinion and the assumed change 
in opinion.
The scoring of the pretest and post-test was accom­
plished in the same manner as that used in constructing the
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instrument. The subjects responded to each item by marking 
one of five columns headed either "strongly agree," "agree," 
"undecided," "disagree," and "strongly disagree." These 
responses were weighted with a value of from five to one, 
respectively, for the positive statements, and a value of 
from one to five, respectively, for the negative statements. 
The resulting composite score allowed each student to be 
assigned an "opinion score." The higher the score, the more 
positive the student felt about observations. The two 
opinion scores for each student obtained from the pretest 
and the post-test were used to determine if a change in 
opinion had occurred.
These scores, along with the number of previous 
observations, grade-point averages overall, and grade-point 
averages in education, were analyzed to determine their 
significance. The statistical analysis which follows this 
chapter allows for a closer look at the results of the 
study.
CHAPTER IV
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF RESULTS
I. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this chapter is to record the results 
of the study. For ease of examination, the presentation is 
divided into four areas, the first area concerning the 
relationship between the two experimental groups, those 
students in interaction analysis and those in the nonverbal, 
descriptive procedure, and their changes in opinions about 
observations. The second area presents the relationship 
between the two experimental groups and the change in 
opinions caused by three variables— overall grade-point 
average, grade-point average in education courses, and the 
number of previous observational experiences. A third area 
deals with the significance within each of the experimental 
groups of the extent of change in opinions about observa­
tions, while the last area examines the interaction of the 
variables and the change in opinions within each group.
It should be noted that the entire instrument was 
used to obtain the change in opinions about observations, 
while two different segments of the whole instrument were 
used to determine the change in opinions about either the
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nature or the use of observations.
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II. CHANGE IN OPINIONS BETWEEN GROUPS
Hypothesis I states that there is no significant 
difference in the change in opinions between the two groups. 
Table 6 shows the results of a "t" test examining this 
hypothesis. The critical ratio of .76 between the mean 
difference of each group was not significant with 37 degrees 
of freedom at the .05 level, and the null hypothesis was 
therefore accepted.
Table 6
Comparison of Change in Opinion Scores Between the 
Two Experimental Groups using the Whole Portion
of the Pretest, Post-test




37 9.48 3.03 . 76a
Nonverbal, 18 i to •Descriptive
^ o t  significant at the .05 level.
Table 7 shows the results of a "t" test run to 
evaluate the significance of the change in opinions about 
the nature of observations between the two experimental 
groups (sub-hypothesis 4 of Hypothesis I). The critical 
ratio of .55 was not significant at the .05 level with 37
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degrees of freedom, and the null hypothesis was therefore 
accepted.
Table 7
Comparison of Change in Opinion Scores Between the 
Two Experimental Groups Using the Nature Portion 
of the Pretest, Post-test




37 7.06 2.26 .55a
Nonverbal, 18 - .11
Descriptive
^ o t  significant at the .05 level.
Table 8 shows the results of a "t" test run to 
examine the significance of the change in opinions about the 
use of observations between the two experimental groups 
(sub-hypothesis 8 of Hypothesis I). The critical ratio of
1.31 was not significant at the .05 level with 37 degrees of 
freedom, and the null hypothesis was therefore accepted.
Table 8
Comparison of Change in Opinion Scores Between the 
Two Experimental Groups using the Use Portion 
of the Pretest, Post-test
Group N Mean df a Sigma Critical difference ratio
Interaction 21 -1.2
Analysis 37 4.32 1.38 1.31a
Nonverbal, 18 -3.0
Descriptive
aNot significant at the .05 level.
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III. EFFECT OF VARIABLES ON CHANGES IN 
OPINIONS BETWEEN GROUPS
Sub-hypotheses 1, 2, 3 of Hypothesis I involve the 
significance of the relationship in the change in opinions 
about observations and three variables. The relationship of 
each variable was tested by determining the difference 
between the two Fisher's functions of the experimental 
groups for each variable. Table 9 reveals the critical 
ratio of each variable and the change in opinion in each 
experimental group. The critical ratios of 1.37 (grade- 
point average), 1.87 (grade-point average in education), and 
.80 (number of previous observations) were not significant 
at the .05 level, and the null hypothesis for each sub­
hypothesis was therefore accepted.
Table 9
Comparison Between Experimental Groups of 
Relationship in Change in Opinions About 














.03 .51 .48 .35 1.37*
Grade-point 
in education
.15 .78 .63 .35 1.87a
No. of previous observations .13 .41
.28 .35 • 00 o (U
^ o t  significant at the .05 level.
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A similar treatment was used for sub-hypotheses 5, 6,
7 of Hypothesis I. These sub-hypotheses deal with the rela­
tionship of each variable to the change in opinions about 
the nature of observations. The null hypothesis was accepted 
for each of the sub-hypotheses since the critical ratios of 
.83 (grade-point average), .43 (grade-point average in 
education), and .34 (number of previous observations) were 
not significant at the .05 level (Table 10).
Table 10
Comparison Between Experimental Groups of 
Relationship in Change in Opinions 













.04 .33 .29 .35 • 83a
Grade-point 
in education
.19 .04 .15 .35 • 43a
No. of previous 
observations .17
.29 .12 .35 . 34a
aNot significant at the .05 level.
As indicated by Table 11, similar results were found 
for the comparison of the change in opinions about the use 
of observations and the variables (sub-hypotheses 9, 10, 11 
of Hypothesis I). None of the critical ratios of 1.23 
(grade-point average), .48 (grade-point average in education), 
and .34 (number of previous observations) were significant 
at the .05 level, and thus the null hypothesis was accepted.
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Table 11
Comparison Between Experimental Groups of 
Relationship in Change in Opinions 














.04 .47 .43 .35 1.23a
Grade-point 
in education
.35 .18 .17 .35 • 48a
No. of previous 
observations .23 .35 .12 .35 . 34a
^ o t  significant at the .05 level
IV. CHANGE IN OPINIONS WITHIN GROUPS
A "t" test was used to analyze Hypothesis II, which 
states that there is no significant difference in the change 
in opinions about observations within each experimental 
group, and sub-hypotheses 4 and 8 of Hypothesis II, which 
state that there is no significant difference in the change 
in opinions about the nature or the use of observations 
within each experimental group.
Table 12 indicates the critical ratios between the 
mean differences of the pretest and post-test scores for 
each segment of the instrument for the group in interaction 
analysis. The critical ratio for the entire instrument was 
.43. With 20 degrees of freedom, this value was not signifi­
cant at the .05 level, and the null hypothesis for
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Hypothesis II was therefore accepted. Neither were the- 
critical ratios of .61 (nature) and .41 (use) significant 
with 20 degrees of freedom, and the null hypothesis of sub­
hypotheses 4 and 8, Hypothesis II, was therefore accepted.
Table 12
Comparison of Change in Opinion Scores 




difference a df aD
Critical
ratio
Whole 21 1.00 10.27 20 2.28 .43a
Nature 21 1.14 8.64 20 1.88 .61a
Use 21 -1.19 13.7 20 2.97 .41a
aNot significant at the .05 level.
Table 13 shows the critical ratio between the mean 
difference of the pretest and post-test portions of the 
instrument for the nonverbal, descriptive group. The null 
hypothesis was accepted for Hypothesis II and sub-hypothesis 
4 of Hypothesis II since the critical ratios of 1.42 (whole) 
and .06 (nature) were not significant at the .05 level with 
17 degrees of freedom. However, the null hypothesis for 
sub-hypothesis 8, Hypothesis II, which states that there is 
no significant difference in the change in opinions about 
the use of observations, was rejected. The critical ratio 
of 2.61 for the difference in the mean of the use portion of 
the instrument was significant at the .01 level. Because 
the mean difference was negative, the implication is that
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the nonverbal, descriptive group had a negative change in 
opinions about observations.
Table 13
Comparison of Change in Opinion Scores 







Whole 18 -2.7 8.03 17 1.91 1.42a
Nature 18 - .11 4.59 17 1.93 • 06a
Use 18 -3.0 4.81 17 1.15 2.61b
^ o t  significant at the .05 level.
t.Significant at the .01 level.
V. EFFECT OF VARIABLES ON CHANGE IN 
OPINION WITHIN GROUPS
Sub-hypotheses 1, 2, 3 of Hypothesis II deal with 
three variables and the significance of the relationship in 
the change in opinions about observations within each group. 
A correlation was used to determine the relationship between 
the mean of each of the variables and the mean change in 
opinion. Table 14 shows correlations of the means of the 
variables and the means of the change in opinions about 
observations of the interaction group. The critical ratios 
of -.03 (grade-point average), .15 (grade-point in educa­
tion) , and -.13 (number of previous observations) were not 
significant at the .05 level, and the null hypothesis for
sub-hypotheses 1, 2, 3 of Hypothesis II was therefore
accepted.
Table 14
Comparison of Mean Change in Opinions About 
Observations of Students Using 
Interaction Analysis and 





Mean of change 
in opinion N r
Grade-point
overall
2.57 14.00 21 - .03a
Grade-point 
in education
3.05 14.00 21 .15a
No. of previous 
observations
1.95 14.00 21 - .13a
aNot significant at the .05 level.
Table 15 shows correlations of the means of the 
variables and the mean of the change in opinion about the 
nature of observations of the interaction group. None of 
the critical ratios of .04 (grade-point average), -.19 
(grade-point average in education), or -.28 (number of 
previous observations) was significant at the .05 level. 
The null hypothesis was therefore accepted for sub-hypoth­
eses 5, 6, 7 of Hypothesis II.
58
Table 15
Comparison of Mean Change in Opinions About Nature 
of Observations of Students using Interaction 




Mean of dhange 
in opinion N r
Grade-point
overall
2.57 12.14 21 .04a
Grade-point 
in education
3.05 12.14 21 -.19a
No. of previous 
observations
1.95 12.14 21 — . 28a
aNot significant at the .05 level
Sub-hypotheses 9, 10, 11 of Hypothesis II concern the 
relationship of each variable to the mean of the change in 
opinion about the use of observations for the interaction 
analysis group. Table 16 shows that the critical ratios of 
.04 (grade-point average), -.18 (grade-point average in 
education), and -.23 (number of previous observations) were 
not significant, and the null hypothesis for each sub­
hypothesis was therefore accepted.
Table 16
Comparison of Mean Change in Opinions About Use 
of Observations of Students using interaction 
Analysis and Mean of Three Variables
Variable Mean of 
variable





2.57 9.9 21 .04a
Grade-point 
in education
3.05 9.9 21 -.I8a
No. of previous 
observations 1.95
9.9 21 -.23a
^ o t  significant at the .05 level.
The identical statistical analysis was used with the 
nonverbal, descriptive group to examine the same sub­
hypotheses of Hypothesis II (1, 2, 3). Table 17 shows the 
correlations of the three variables and the mean change in 
opinion about observations of the nonverbal, descriptive 
group. The critical ratio of -.47 for the overall grade- 
point average was significant at the .05 level, and the null 
hypothesis for the sub-hypothesis of Hypothesis II was 
therefore rejected. This sub-hypothesis states that there 
is no significant relationship in the change in opinions 
about observations and the overall grade-point average. The 
significant finding would indicate that the higher the 
overall grade-point average, the less the subjects' opinions 
about observations tend to change. The null hypothesis was
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also rejected for sub-hypothesis 2, Hypothesis II, since the 
critical ratio of -.65 between the mean change in opinion 
about observations of the nonverbal, descriptive students 
and the mean of the grade-point average in education was 
significant at the .01 level. This finding indicates that 
students with higher grade-point averages in education tend 
to have more fixed opinions about observations. The null 
hypothesis for sub-hypothesis 3, Hypothesis II, was accepted 
because the critical ratio of -.39 between the number of 
previous observations and the change in opinions was not 
significant at the .05 level.
Table 17
Comparison of Mean Change in Opinions About Observations 
of Students using Nonverbal, Descriptive 
Procedure and Mean of Three Variables
Variable Mean of 
variable





2.76 16.31 18 -.47a
Grade-point 
in education
3.12 16.31 18 -.65b
No. of previous 
observations
1.91 16.31 18 -.39°
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
cNot significant at the .05 level.
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The same process was used to test the relationship of 
each of the variables and the mean change in opinion about 
the nature of observations of the nonverbal, descriptive 
procedure, in Table 18 the critical ratios of -.32 (grade- 
point average), -.04 (grade-point average in education), and 
-.17 (number of previous observations) were not significant. 
The null hypothesis of sub-hypotheses 5, 6, 7, Hypothesis 
II, were therefore accepted.
Table 18
Comparison of Mean Change in Opinions About Nature of 
Observations of Students using Nonverbal, 
Descriptive Procedure and Mean 
of Three Variables
Variable Mean of 
variable





2.76 12.89 3.8 - .32a
Grade-point 
in education
3.12 12.89 18 - .04a
No. of previous 
observations
1.91 12.89 18 -.17a
^ o t  significant at the .05 level.
Table 19 shows that the critical ratios of -.44
(grade-point average), -.34 (grade-point average in educa­
tion) , and -.32 (number of previous observations) between 
the variables and the mean change in opinions about the use 
of observations were not significant at the .05 level. The
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null hypothesis for sub-hypotheses 9, 10, 11 of Hypothesis 
II were therefore accepted.
Table 19
Comparison of Mean Change in Opinions About use of 
Observations of Students using Nonverbal, 
Descriptive Procedure and Mean 
of Three Variables
Variable Mean of 
variable





2.76 10.00 18 -.44a
Grade-point 
in education
3.12 10.00 18 -.34a
No. of previous 
observations
1.91 10.00 18 -.32a
^ o t  significant at the .05 level.
VI. SUMMARY
An examination of the data in this chapter showed 
that there was no significant relationship in the change in 
opinions between the two experimental groups. The same 
finding of no significance was noted with respect to the 
relationship between the two groups and the change in 
opinions when the effects of the three variables were tested. 
The analysis also revealed that a significant relationship 
existed in the extent of change in opinions about the use of 
observations found in the nonverbal, descriptive group. Two 
variables were shown to affect significantly the extent of
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change in opinions about observations within the nonverbal, 
descriptive group, while none of the variables affected the 
interaction analysis group.
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
I. INTRODUCTION
This concluding chapter analyzes the structure and 
procedure of the study, presents conclusions which may be 
drawn from the data gathered during the study, and makes 
recommendations for further study. The divisions of this 
chapter will reflect these purposes and thereby aid in the 
examination of each.
II. ANALYSIS OF STRUCTURE AND PROCEDURE
The procedure used in this study may be divided into 
four areas: the construction of the instrument, the
selection of the subjects, instruction in the observational 
techniques, and the statistical analysis of the data. Each 
of these will be examined in detail in the following 
discussion.
Construction of Instrument
One of the strengths of the study was the construc­
tion of the instrument. The high coefficient of correlation 
indicates that the test was reliable. The terms provided by 
the students in an essay expressing their feelings about
64
65
observations were used to construct the items of the instru­
ment. The fact that these terms were those of the students 
themselves seems to provide adequate face validity to the 
instrument. In addition, a large sample of students was 
involved in this selection of items, suggesting that personal 
bias on the part of any one student or the researcher would 
be negligible.
However, there are flaws in the instrument. The 
nature portion, dealing with subjective characteristics of 
observations, and the use portion, dealing with the utiliza­
tion of observation, need to be better defined. A closer 
numerical balance, between these two parts should also be 
obtained. The relatively large number of items about the 
nature of observation created statistical problems, such as 
weighting the overall opinion score to one aspect of observa­
tions. Also, the sentences of the test items should be more 
closely parallel in order not to prejudice the reader.
Though the use of compound ideas— an obvious source of con­
fusion— was largely overcome in the final instrument, a 
further refinement is needed.
The major shortcoming of the instrument, however, is 
the skewness of the scores obtained from its administration. 
This skewness created many complications in the analysis of 
data, including the apparent negative change in opinion of 
the subjects. An examination of the raw scores of the pre­
test and post-test tends to confirm the conclusion that the 
higher the pretest score, the greater the loss in the
66
post-test value. The students having a high opinion would 
likely decline in their opinion score. If the mean of the 
scores could be shifted closer to the true mean by refining 
the items, then the conclusions drawn from the data would 
tend to provide insight into the actual change in opinion.
Selection of Subjects
The second area of the procedure was the selection of 
subjects. The random method by which the subjects were 
selected insured that the two sections used were not 
atypical. The closeness of the means of the two groups in 
the areas of grade-point averages, the grade-point averages 
in education, and the number of previous observational 
experiences demonstrates the equivalency of the groups. This 
similarity of the two groups appears also in the means of the 
pretest opinion scores. From this evidence, the selection 
of the students was quite adequate. One shortcoming of the 
selection of subjects was the lack of a larger experimental 
group. However, because of administrative problems, this 
shortcoming could not be overcome.
Instruction of Observational Techniques
Instruction in the observational techniques was the 
most complex part of the procedure. Because of this com­
plexity in instruction, proper evaluation is difficult. 
However, there is an indication that with a few exceptions, 
the instruction was adequate. This adequacy of instruction 
was noted by two primary means. The first included the
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homework assignments and outside observations, which were 
reviewed by the researcher, and the class discussions. The 
subjects seemed to comprehend the major components of the 
observational techniques. The second method of testing the 
adequacy of the instruction was the comments the subjects 
wrote on the back of their final data sheets. These 
comments were informal expressions of students1 reactions to 
their observational technique. None of the students voiced 
difficulty in being able to understand the technique.
In the instruction of the two techniques, one major 
problem which is hard to assess is the degree to which 
personal bias is introduced. The statistical results 
indicate that the researcher did not influence either of the 
experimental groups. The absence of prejudicial influence 
is seen in the fact that between the two groups, no 
significant change of opinion resulted.
Even though only the minimal amount of time was spent 
in instruction of the observational techniques, most of the 
students appear to have mastered the technique adequately. 
One shortcoming of the instruction in interaction analysis 
was the limited span of time given to explaining how the 
process could be used. This lack of emphasis on the use of 
interaction analysis is shown dramatically in the fact that 
the use section of the opinion scale for the interaction 
analysis group is the only portion which shows a negative 
mean difference.
The microteaching experiences which were observed, as
well as the actual classroom observations, seem to have pro­
vided the necessary practice in the techniques in order that 
opinions could be formed about observations. This is 
particularly true of the nonverbal group where a significant 
change at the .01 level occurred within the group as to the 
use of observations.
The statistical analysis of the data is the last area 
of the procedure to be examined. This area appears to have 
been treated sufficiently. The selection of the variables 
seems well founded as two of the three variables were found 
to significantly affect the amount of change in opinions.
III. CONCLUSIONS
Four major conclusions can be drawn from the statis­
tical data presented in Chapter IV. The first conclusion is 
that neither form of the observational techniques gave 
evidence of being' a better means of changing students 1 
opinions toward observation. However, a notable relation­
ship was found between the opinions about the use of observa­
tions. Since the means for both experimental groups were 
negative, care should be made in drawing conclusions, but 
this finding might indicate that interaction analysis, with 
a mean difference of -1.2, reinforces the opinions about the 
use of observations, while the nonverbal, descriptive pro­
cedure, with a mean difference of -3.0, tends to lower the 
students' opinion of the usefulness of observations. This 
conclusion is supported by the fact that a significant
69
negative difference in the change in opinions about the use 
of observations was found in the nonverbal, descriptive 
group.
One possible explanation for this finding could be 
that students in general are more secure in a structured 
situation. Because there are specific guides to the inter­
pretation of the interaction analysis procedure, the students 
are able to identify a use of the technique without much 
forethought and creativity on their part. Seemingly, weaker 
academic students would be particularly influenced by a 
desire to have structure in an observational procedure.
Both the nonverbal, descriptive group, in which the greater 
negative change was by the weaker academic students, and the 
interaction analysis group, in which the greater positive 
change was by the stronger academic students, indicate the 
trend of weaker academic students not liking an unstructured 
process.
A second major conclusion is that of the two experi­
mental groups, the nonverbal, descriptive procedure tended 
to be more affected by the variables than did the inter­
action analysis group. A significant relationship at the 
.05 level was found between the change in opinions about 
observations and the overall grade-point average of the 
nonverbal, descriptive group. In this particular case, the 
lower the grade-point average, the" greater the negative 
change in opinion. There was also a significant relation­
ship at the .01 level between the change in opinions about
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observations and the grade-point average in education 
courses of the nonverbal, descriptive subjects. Here too, 
the greater change in opinion was by the students with the 
higher grade-point average in education. A high negative 
correlation was also found between the nonverbal, descrip­
tive students' opinion about the use of observations and 
their overall grade-point average.
These findings could be caused by several factors.
The first, already discussed above, is the desire of the 
weaker academic students to have a structured technique.
Two of the three variables, grade-point average and grade- 
point average in education, would have an effect upon this 
factor, and it is these two variables that have the greatest 
correlations. A second reason for this finding could be 
that because of the skewness of the results, the positive 
correlation noted for the interaction analysis group was not 
extended to its outer limits. If the results had been more 
normal, the students in the interaction analysis group might 
have had greater improvement in their opinions towards 
observations.
A third major conclusion, supporting the suppositions 
above, is that within the nonverbal, descriptive group, an 
inverse relationship between the variables and change in 
opinions existed. The higher the grade-point averages, the 
smaller the change in opinions. The same was true for the 
other two variables of grade-point averages in education and 
the number of previous observations. The interaction
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analysis group had such low correlations that no conclusion 
can be made about these relationships.
The final conclusion supported by statistical evidence 
from the study indicates that, though the change in opinion 
was not significant, the interaction analysis group tended 
to have a positive change in opinion toward observations, 
while the nonverbal, descriptive group tended to have a 
negative change in opinion. A positive mean change of 1.0 
was noted for the interaction analysis group in the whole 
pretest-post-test, while the nonverbal, descriptive group 
had a negative mean change of -2.7. On the nature segments 
of the test, the interaction group had a positive mean gain 
of 1.14, while the nonverbal, descriptive group had a 
negative mean change of -.11. The only exception to this 
pattern was the use portion of the test in which both groups 
had a negative mean change. Even here, however, the inter­
action analysis group had the least negative mean change.
IV. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
Several recommendations for further study can be made 
from the study. The first would be to further refine the 
instrument used to test the opinions of the subjects toward 
observations, with further refinement, the instrument 
should prove to be an aid in the study of observations.
A second recommendation would be to examine the 
possible effects of a third observational technique which 
would lend more structure to the procedure than the nonverbal,
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descriptive procedure but less than the interaction analysis.
A third recommendation would be to explore the inverse 
relationship between the grade-point averages or the number 
of previous observations, and the change in opinions about 
observations of the nonverbal group. Closely related to 
this would be a study of why interaction analysis was not 
affected by the variables so much as the nonverbal, descrip­
tive group.
The final suggestion for further study would be to 
continue the exploration of why interaction analysis tended 
to have a positive change in opinions and the nonverbal, 
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APPENDIX I
FORM A OF TEST I
Directions: Please read each of the following state­
ments carefully. If you strongly agree with the statement, 
check Column 1 (SA) ; if you agree with the statement in part, 
check Column 2 (A) 7 if you are uncertain check Column 3 (U) 7
if you disagree in part, check Column 4 (D) 7 and if you
strongly disagree, check Column 5 (SD). Please respond as 
honestly as possible? the results will not affect your 
grades in any class.
1 2 3 4 5
SA A U D SD 1. Observations are ineffective means of
teacher education.
2. Observations are helpful means of 
teacher education, though perhaps too 
broad.
3. Observations are so artificial that 
they are meaningless.
4. Making some observations is necessary 
to learn to teach.
5. The fact that observations are mis­
leading makes them ineffective as a 
means of learning to teach.
6. Observations are too random
7. The ambiguous impressions left by 
observations of classrooms makes 
them unproductive.
8. Observations are of limited use 
though helpful in teacher education.
9. Broadly speaking observing is a 
fairly good experience.
10. Though helpful, observations are of 
limited use.





1 2 3 4 5
SA A U D SD
12. Sometimes observations are mis- 
________________  leading.
13. Observations are interesting and 
______  _______ worthwhile means of education.
14. Observations are necessary to under­
stand teacher-learning situations.
15. Generally observations are worthwhile 
though perhaps too broad in scope.
16. Observations may be too limited in 
practical use for the prospective 
teacher.
17. The insight gained through observa­
tions is of great value to the future 
teacher.
18. Observations are very good experiences 
which aid understanding.
19. Sometimes observations are ineffec­
tive .
20. Observations may aid in gaining in­
sight into student problems.
21. Observations are effective means of 
providing information on teaching.
22. Observations are one of the more 
interesting means of learning to 
teach.
23. One can learn to identify the prob­
lems of individual students through 
observations.
24. Observations may be ineffective as a 
teacher-education aid.
25. Observations may be too random to be 
practical.




1 2 3 4 5
SA A U D SD
27. The time spent in observing is 
profitable and worthwhile.
28. The usefulness of observations are 
generally accepted.
29. Very little information is gained 
from observations.
30. Sometimes observations are inef­
fective .
APPENDIX II
FORM B OF TEST I
Directions: Please read each of the following state­
ments carefully. If you strongly agree with the statement, 
check Column 1 (SA); if you agree in part, check Column 2 
(A); if you are uncertain, check Column 3 (U); if you dis­
agree in part, check Column 4 (D); and if you strongly dis­
agree, check Column 5 (SD). Please respond as honestly as 
possible; the results will not affect your grades in any 
class.
1 2 3 4 5 
SA A U D SD 1. Observations are ridiculous.
2. Observations are too random to be 
________________  practical.
3. Making observations would be 
_________________  helpful.
4. Observations are an informative and 
effective.
5. Observations are interesting and 
worthwhile.
6. Observations maybe ineffective as a 
teacher-education aid.
7. Observations are necessary to under­
stand teacher-learning situations.
8. Observations are so meaningless that 
they are unproductive as a means of 
teacher education.
9. Observations are of limited use 
because they are not typical.
10. Observations are likely to be too 
limited in practical use for the 
prospective teacher.





1 2 3 4 5 
SA A U D SD
12. Observations are too broad and non­
specific in scope.
13. Though perhaps .too broad, observa­
tions are helpful means of teacher 
education.
14. Occasionally observations are not 
typical.
15. The insights gained through observa­
tions are of great value to future 
teachers.
16. Observations are very good experi­
ences which aid understanding.
17. Generally observations are worthwhile 
though perhaps too broad.
18. Making some observations is necessary 
to learn to teach.
19. Observations are non-informative.
20. Because observations are so ambiguous, 
they are of little value.
21. Observations are effective means of 
providing information on teaching.
22. Observations may be too random to be 
practical.
23. Sometimes observations are ineffec­
tive.
24. Observations are one of the more 
interesting means of learning to 
teach.
25. One can learn to identify the prob­
lems of individual students through 
observations.
APPENDIX II (continued)
1 2 3 4 5
26. Observations' are misleading.
27. Observations are both ineffective 
and unproductive.
28. Observations may aid in gaining 
insight into student problems.
29. The time spent in observing is 
profitable and worthwhile.
30. The usefulness of observations are 
generally accepted.
SA U D SD
APPENDIX III
FORM C OF TEST I
Directions: Please read each of the following state
ments carefully. If you strongly agree with the statement, 
check Column 1 (SA); if you agree in part, check Column 2 
(A) ; if you are uncertain, check Column 3 (U) ; if you dis­
agree in part, check Column 4 (D) ; and if you strongly dis­
agree, check column 5 (SD). Please respond as honestly as 
possible; the results will not affect your grades in any 
course.
1 2 3 4 5
SA A U D SD
1. Observations help in identifying 
individual needs and in gaining
________________  insight into problems.
2. Observations are both useful and 
profitable to the student preparing
________________  to teach.
3. Supposedly observations are fairly 
good practices.
4. Observations are ineffective.
5. Observations are helpful means of 
teacher education though perhaps too 
broad.
6. Sometimes observations are ineffec­
tive .
7. Observations are so artificial that 
they are meaningless.
8. Though perhaps too broad, observa­
tions are helpful means of teacher 
education.
9. Broadly speaking observing is a 
fairly good experience.
10. The fact that observations are mis­
leading makes them ineffective as a 




1 2 3 4 5 
SA A U D SD
11. Observations aid understanding of 
student-teacher relationships.
12. Observations are too random.
13. Observations are likely to be of 
limited use, though not always.
14. The ambiguous impressions left by 
observations makes them unproductive.
15. Observations are very good experience 
for the understanding of classroom 
situations.
16. Though helpful, observations are of 
limited use.
17. Making some observations would be 
helpful.
18. Though necessary, observations are 
too non-specific for any real use.
19. The unconnected experiences of 
observations make them not typical 
of classroom situations.
20. Making some observations would be 
necessary to learn to teach.
21. Observations are non-informative and 
of little value.
22. Observations are of great value 
during teacher education.
23. Sometimes observations are misleading.
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APPENDIX III (continued)
1 2 3 4 5 
SA A U D SD
24. Observations are of limited use 
________________  though helpful in teacher education.
25. Observations are necessary to under- 
________________  standing teacher-learning situations.
26. The insights gained through observa­
tions are of great value to future
______  teachers.
27. Observations are informative and 
effective.
28. Observations are interesting and 
worthwhile.
29. Observations are very good experience 
which aid understanding.
30. Though not always, observations are 
likely to be of limited use.
APPENDIX IV
TEST II
Directions: Please read each of the following state­
ments carefully. If you strongly agree with the statement, 
check (S) ; if you agree in part, check (A); if you are 
uncertain, check (U); if you disagree in part, check (D); 
and if you strongly disagree, check (SD). Please respond 
as honestly as possible; the results will not affect your 
grades in any class.
SA A U SD
1. Making some observations would be 
helpful.
2. Observations are informative and 
effective.
3. Observations are ridiculous.
4. Observations are interesting and worth­
while .
5. Observations are of limited use.
6. Observations are too random to be 
practical.
7. Observations are ineffective and 
unproductive.
8. Observations are misleading.
9. Observations are necessary to under­
stand teacher-learning situations.
10. Observations are ridiculously arti-. 
ficial.
11. The insights gained through observations 





12. Observations are very good experiences 
which aid understanding.
13. Generally, observations are worthwhile 
though perhaps too broad.
14. Observations are too random to be 
practical.
15. Sometimes observations are ineffective.
16. Making observations would be helpful.
17. The time spent in observing is profit­
able and worthwhile.
18. Observations are too broad and non­
specific in scope.
19. Observations may aid in gaining 
insight into student problems.
■20. Observations are of limited use because 
they are not typical.
21. Observations are of great value during 
teacher education.
22. Though necessary, observations are too 
non-specific for any real use.
23. Observations are one of the most 
interesting means of learning to teach.
24. Broadly speaking, observing is a fairly 
good experience.




SA A U D SD
T  1. Making observations would be helpful.
2. Observations are informative.
3. Observations are a waste of time.
4. Observations are interesting.
5. Observations are of limited use.
6. Observations are too random to be 
practical.
7. Observations are ineffective.
8. Observations are worthwhile.
9. Observations do not give a true 
picture of the classroom.
10. Observations are necessary to under 
stand teacher-learning situations.
11. Observations are unproductive.
12. Observations are too artificial.
13. Observations are an effective means 
of teacher education.
14. The insights gained through observa­
tions are of great value to the 
future teacher.
15. Observations are very good experi­
ences which aid understanding.





SA A U D SD
17. Observations are too broad and non- 
 ___________  specific in scope.
18. Observations aid in gaining insight 
________________  into student problems
19. Observations are of limited use 
________________  because they are not typical.
20. Observations are of great value 
________________  during teacher education.
21. Though necessary, observations are 
________________  too non-specific for any real use.
22. Observations are one of the more 
interesting means of learning to
______ ,__________ teach.





EDUCATION 144 SECTION NUMBER
NUMBER OF PREVIOUS OBSERVATIONS (learning experiences)







1. ACCEPTING FEELING: accepts and clarifies the
feeling tone of the students in a non­
threatening manner. Feelings may be positive 
or negative. Predicting or recalling feelings 
g included.
0 2. PRAISING OR ENCOURAGING; praises or encour-
mh ages student action or behavior. Jokes that
release tension, not at the expense of another 
individual are included. A nod of the head or 
u saying, "urn hum?" or "go on" are included.
X U  3m ACCEPTING OR USING IDEAS OF STUDENTS: clafi-
j -h fying, building, or developing ideas suggested
g by a student. As the teacher brings more of
H his own ideas into play, observer shifts to
fjj____________category five.
4. ASKING QUESTIONS; asking a question about
^ content or procedure with the intent that a
w student answer.
^ 5. LECTURING: giving facts or opinions about
_____________ content or procedure; expressing own ideas.
6. GIVING DIRECTIONS; giving directions, com­
mands, or orders to which a student is 
$ expected to comply,
o a 7. CRITICIZING OR JUSTIFYING AUTHORITY: making
2, ̂  statements intended to change student behavior
'£j from non-acceptable to acceptable patterns,*
n upbraiding someone; stating why the teacher is
H doing what he is doing; making extreme self-
reference._____________________________________ _
8. STUDENT TALK— RESPONSE: talk by students in 
response to the teacher. Teacher initiates 
the contact or student statement.
9. STUDENT TALK— INITIATION: talk by students
H which they initiate. If "calling on" students
is only to indicate who may talk next, observer 
must decide whether student wanted to talk.
If he did, this category is used when the
 student states his own ideas.__________________
10. NONE OF ABOVE: routing administrative com­
ments, silence or confusion; interaction not 
related to learning activities.
EH
CO
From Ned A Flanders (1960) 
By T. R. Storlie
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APPENDIX VIII
NONVERBAL, DESCRIPTIVE OBSERVATIONAL GUIDE
Reports should be centered around one of the following
topics with an emphasis placed on "why." The report should
relate theory to observed practice.
1. Motivational techniques.
2. Classroom management, control and discipline.
3. Providing for student self-direction and responsibility.
4. Providing for individual differences.
5. Creativity.
6. Variations in students
7. Use of written work of students.
8. The influence of physical conditions.
9. Drill and review procedures.
10. Use of A.V. materials
11. Evidence of proper curriculum development.
12. Types of teaching techniques used in different
situations.
13. Evidence of learning objectives.
14. Types of students found in the classroom.
15. Construction of handout material.
16. Use of extracurricular activities.
17. Evidence of one of the Seven Cardinal Principles.
18. Special events part of the lesson.
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